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COURT OF APPEALS 
RE: State v Brent Ziegleman, Case No, 920344-CA 
Dear Ms. Noonan: 
This letter is written pursuant to Rule 24(j) of the Utah 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. The above-referenced case has been 
orally argued, and is currently under advisement. The State has 
argued that the case of State v. Thurman (previously cited by 
Appellee) makes it harder to suppress evidence that is seized after 
improper police conduct. 
This is to bring to the court's attention the case of State v. 
Hubbard, 215 Utah Adv. Rep. 63 (Utah App. 1993). In that case, the 
Court found that there was no reasonable suspicion to stop a 
defendant where a search later turned up a controlled substance. 
The Court summarily suppressed the evidence, based upon that lack 
of reasonable suspicion, without even discussing whether the search 
itself was subject to a valid consent. 
Appellant contends tha^ t that is the same situation in his 
pending case; and he believes that he is entitled to the same 
outcome. 
Sincerely yours, 
WAM/dao 
W. Andrew McCullough / 
cc: Todd A. Utzinger 
Brent Ziegleman 
